DO L 03N passsarsantrastsns g
W87/612

MO ; MAHAV HAMISRAD TEL AVIV sent « 8,4.53
FROM : EBAN MEMISRAEL WASHINGTON (& IO reed = 9.4,53

=S
+

Sar and I long talk Byroade Waller present:
& .
j;;h?, One - Sa r outlined contents note to be shortly sﬁbmittad
| m—— .

stressing Israel interest changes defence planning consequent Egypt
gaining control area and necessity assure free passgge‘hefora
committing water way to‘Egypt control, On latter B, gave assurance
our position fully in mind; French had recently raised this strongly
in connection with supplies Indochina and UK also aoﬁcsrned. He told
us confidentially whoke matter be discussed soon by Three Powers
jointly; Egyptian ambassador Paris had thrown out idea hgypt and
Israel adherence to Suez Canal convention Constantinaple. Westerners
still exploring various ways of creating formal commitment o keep
Canal international after UK evabuation; On other aspects Suez he
less specific saying whole prospect early successful Suez negotistion
now dubious owing strongly entfenched positions lLondon and Cairo
both under publie opinien pressur_e but Israel pasihien ariaing
from British evac certainly shculd be borne in mind, In tcné and
manner he implieitly assented we were legitimately interested party

but he did not enter substantive merits,

Tvo - Milaid. Sar asked both for specifie provis%ﬁn in
MBA rot mere Contingent Clause and for actusl Nileid to Isrs
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On former he confirmed S?ate supported formulation as we had
agked lastayear and this. Gn actual use of authority when
obtained he continued expressed desire see Milaid epplied Isr
and Arabs in some balance and simultaneity. FamiBer argument
developed here with famlllar inccgclusivenesg. He said main
point was peace anc how to get it. He here repested
unanswered éuestian he had put to me previously namely what
price could Isr pay and how much was peace wgrtﬂ‘ _Fcf

example could we do anything by way of eoundary @hangeg..

Sar replied peace could only barbetween States &s they are
both in area and populaulon. B, argued could not get peace

if completely rigid. 1f Tsr would not provide peace plan

UsA might have to as 1lts own “interests dictated necessity o
for peace and neither party would completely like thig plan,
gar warned against such plan including any territorial
concessions as USA could not honor such plan without seuémng armed
férces fovees moreaﬁe} Arab'delusians would be-encauraggda
Similar argument developed agzinst B. enquiry if could envisage
any gesture offering small nymber refugges return. ﬁtmmsphare
here rather tense he repfeating there had to be peace plan and
if necessary USA would try'its hand. ZLater he sﬁre&se&‘ﬁsa -”*'
had no plan at moment and Builes bringin?noth;ng witp him but .
ne discouraged by our lack of forthcomingness. Here we both .

cHallenged his assumption that there was not materizl for
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i..:péaca talks without flexibility terriéary and refugees pointing

out Arabs woulld gain by opening communications across South by
free port facilities joint water snd other development schemes
and compensation plus abandonment self 1ni11eted injuries oil
blockade all in context peace setulement. He said all this
objectively true but Arsbs crazy enough to endure much injury
to themselves as long as Isr also injured; We urged.him get
Arabs understand peace meant peace betweenﬂexisting units but

with transformation relations between them,

Three - JSM.S4r explained positioﬁ of FO move fully P
saying could not defer already delayed position indefinitelj.
USA could move itg nission or not but we must move our FO
before GA qe%szon; He sald. he understood our position but
theirs would not be reviewed until after Dulles return. He

showed little zesl or interemt this problem,
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